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Environmental Assessment for Construction of the Joint Use Facility (JUF)

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO
CONSTRUCT JOINT USE FACILITY
SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE, ILLINOIS

Agency: United States Air Force, Headquarters, Air Mobility Command

Background: Pursuant to the President’s CEQ regulations, {Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508}, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 {42 USC
§4321, et seq.}, Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061, and the Environmental Impact Analysis
Process, as promulgated at 32 CFR Part 989, the U.S. Air Force conducted an Environmental
Assessment (EA) of the potential consequences associated with the construction of a new
dormitory at Scott AFB, IL. The EA considered all potential natural resources, environmental,
and cultural impacts of the construction and demolition project (hereinafter, “Proposed Action”),
both as solitary actions and in conjunction with other proposed activities. This Finding of No
Significant Impact (FONSI) summarizes the results of this EA and provides the U.S. Air Force’s
rationale for the Proposed Action and No-Action Alternative.

PROPOSED ACTION: The proposed action includes the construction of a new joint use
facility for use by the Air Mobility Command (AMC) and the United States Transportation
Command (USTRANSCOM) as administrate space. The new building would be a three-story
facility located near the intersection of Ward Drive and West Martin Street. Construction of the
building would consolidate various AMC and USTRANSCOM functions and alleviate the
current shortage of administrative space.

Alternatives: The alternatives to the Proposed Action are Alternative A, Alternative B and the
No-Action. Alternatives A and Alternative B would have similar environmental impacts to the
Proposed Action. Alternative C was selected as the Proposed Action due to the ability of the
proposed design to best meet the project requirements in an economically feasible manner.
Implementation of the No-Action Alternative would not consolidate AMC and USTRANSCOM
functions. These two organizations would be required to continue to operate in a manner that is
inefficient and could potentially impair the mission of both organizations.

Cultural and Historical Resources: The Proposed Action site is located outside of the Historic
District at Scott AFB and is not located within any other cultural or historical resource area.
Buildings 1899, 1900, 1910 or 1911 are not eligible for listing under the Natural Register of
Historic Places.

No artifacts or historical objects are expected to be excavated during construction. In the
unlikely event artifacts or historical objects are discovered, construction activities would cease
until the Cultural Resources Specialist and Base Historian are notified and the appropriate action
is accomplished.

Air Quality: Fugitive dust and construction vehicle exhaust would be generated during
implementation of the Proposed Action. However, these emissions would not constitute a major
source of air pollutants based on quantitative analyses of particulate matter and vehicle emissions
generated by projects of similar size and scope. The estimated values of direct and indirect
emissions are below the de minimus thresholds specified at 40 CFR 93.153(b)(1). Therefore, the
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Proposed Action would not increase emissions over baseline emission levels. The Proposed
Action would be in compliance with all relevant requirements and milestones contained in the
Illinois State Implementation Plan; therefore, a conformity determination would not be
necessary.

Hazardous Materials and Waste: The use of hazardous materials during demolition activities
would be limited and generation of hazardous waste would not be anticipated from the Proposed
Action. There would be no anticipated impact to human health or the environment during
demolition activities or from activities associated with implementation of the Proposed Action.

Noise: Some noise impacts would occur during the implementation of the Proposed Action.
The amount of noise generated from operational activities would be temporary and negligible.

Geology and Soils: The surface area would be disturbed by demolition and construction
activities at the Proposed Action; however, this disturbance would not be a significant negative
impact to soil or geological resources. Necessary measures and best management practices
would be utilized to prevent soil erosion during and after demolition activities.

Water Resources: There would be no significant impacts to surface or ground water quality
during demolition of the Proposed Action. Necessary measures and best management practices
would be utilized to prevent sedimentation of surface water resources.

Transportation Systems: Many of the intersections surrounding the site of the Proposed Action
have existing problems with traffic congestion and movement. Implementation of the Proposed
Action and specifically the closing of West Martin Street would result in additional impairment
to traffic movement. Intersections that would be affected by the Proposed Action include Ward
Drive and West Winters, Ward Drive and West Birchard, Scott Drive and West Winters and
Scott Drive and West Birchard.

Occupational Safety and Health: If the Proposed Action is implemented, no unfavorable
impacts to occupational health and safety are projected.

Biological Resources: No biological resources, including endangered or threatened species, or
rare fauna and flora inhabit the Proposed Action area. As such, no impacts are probable.

Environmental Justice: There would be no disproportionately high or adverse impact on
minority or low-income populations as a result of the Proposed Action.

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts: No impacts are anticipated from site-specific, direct,
indirect, or cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action.

Relationship Between Short-term Uses and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity:
Implementation of the Proposed Action is not anticipated to impact short-term or long-term
productivity.
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Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources: There would be minor irreversible
and irretrievable commitment of resources if the Proposed Action were selected. Military funds
would be permanently expended.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: There would be no major unavoidable adverse impacts
associated with the Proposed Action.

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: Based upon my review of the facts and analyses
contained in the attached Environmental Assessment for the Construction of the Joint Use
Facility dated ____, 2006, I conclude that implementation of any of the Alternatives would not
have a significant impact, either by itself or cumulatively with other projects at Scott AFB.
Accordingly, the requirements of NEPA, the CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR 989 are fulfilled and
an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. The signing of this Finding of No
Significant Impact completes the environmental impact analysis process under Air Force
Regulations. ’

(MM@ Laob

ALAN L. HUNT, JR., C@l, USAF DATE
Commander

Attachment:
Environmental Assessment
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1991, St. Clair County and the U.S. Air Force (USAF) signed the Scott Air Force Base (Scott
AFB) Joint Use Agreement (JUA). The 1991 JUA included a number of construction and
facility relocation projects and some changes in military operations. Included with the original
Proposed Action was the construction of a new 10,000-foot “East” runway (14L/32R) at
MidAmerica Airport, parallel to the existing 8001-foot “West” runway (14R/32L) at Scott AFB,
with a 7,000-foot separation between the runways. The new MidAmerica Airport civil runway
(14L/32R) was to be used primarily for civil operations, and the existing, military runway
(14R/32L) would be used primarily for military operations. The runways would be joined by a
new connecting taxiway, Taxiway G, over Silver Creek. A new passenger terminal, freight
handling facility, taxiways and ancillary facilities were constructed to support the new civil
operations. New and relocated facilities were also built at the existing military airfield. See
Appendix B for an overview map.

As part of the 1991 JUA process, the USAF prepared an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
to determine the potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
Proposed Action (USAF, 1991). The 1991 Final EIS for joint military-civilian use of Scott AFB,
Illinois and associated Record of Decision (ROD) concluded that implementation of the
Proposed Action would not cause significant environmental impacts and that the project should
proceed as planned.

The 1991 JUA was signed to be effective for 50 years and would be renewed in the year 2041
with an option to renew for a similar term. The renewal of the 1991 JUA would require the
preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) to ensure that continued military and civil
operations under the Renewed JUA would not adversely impact the natural, cultural or
socioeconomic environments of Scott AFB and surrounding areas.

This EA evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the Proposed Action, renewing the
JUA, for the joint military-civil use of Scott AFB in St. Clair County, Illinois. The base is
located approximately 20 miles east of St. Louis, Missouri. The 1991 JUA provided additional
civil airport capacity for the southwestern Illinois area. This EA assesses the operational impacts
associated with implementation of the Proposed Action at the base and surrounding areas. Major
towns in the immediate vicinity are O’Fallon, Shiloh, Lebanon, Mascoutah, Belleville, and
Fairview Heights.

Proponents of the JUA renewal include the Illinois Department of Transportation, Division of
Aeronautics, St. Clair County and the USAF. USAF approval is required to proceed with
renewing the JUA. Part of the information that the USAF uses to reach decisions on such
approvals is based on the environmental impact analysis process (EIAP) conducted during the
preparation of this EA. The 375™ Airlift Wing has prepared this EA as part of the EIAP process.

The purpose of renewing the JUA at Scott AFB is for the 375™ Airlift Wing and St. Clair County
to operate both runways under an approved modified agreement that more accurately reflects the
current operations of both the military and civilian runways at the Joint Use Airport and does not
include the construction provisions of the 1991 JUA.

ES-1 FINAL
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This EA has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations [40 Code of Federal
Regulations, sections 1500-1508], and Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061, the EIAP, as
promulgated at 32 CFR 989, and AFI 32-7063, Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ).
This EA focuses on specific issues and concerns of the Proposed Action and the alternatives that
could affect the environment of Scott AFB and the surrounding properties. The range of
alternatives includes taking No-Action, implementing the Proposed Action, or implementing
Alternative A.

ES-2 FINAL
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION
1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Joint Use Agreement (JUA) between the U.S. Air Force (USAF)and St. Clair County was
signed in 1991. The 1991 JUA focused on construction of the new runway (14L/32R) parallel to
the existing runway (14R/32L) and construction of associated facilities (Figure 1-1). Because
construction is complete and no further construction is anticipated as part of this renewal, many
of the construction provisions in the original agreement are no longer necessary. The operational
information contained in the 1991 JUA was based on the existing operational levels at Scott Air
Force Base (AFB) and projected operational levels at the MidAmerica Airport. Since 1991, both
military and civilian flight operations have changed in number and type and therefore the
existing agreement no longer accurately reflects the current operational levels at the military or
civilian runways.

1.2 NEED FOR ACTION

The primary need for implementation of the Proposed Action is to renew the 1991 JUA by
including provisions that more effectively manage the current operational needs of the military
and St. Clair County. The 1991 JUA directed that both parties would permit reciprocal
operations on their runway as required by mission needs or runway availability but those
operations were not expected to be substantial. In addition, the 1991 JUA directed that military
air traffic operations would be confined primarily to the West Scott AFB runway (14R/32L) and
civilian traffic be confined primarily to the East (MidAmerica Airport) runway (14L/32R).
Although the present operations concept remains the same, daily operation of military aircraft on
the MidAmerica Airport runway (14L/32R) has been dominant and can, at times reach
“substantial” levels. The dominant use of the MidAmerica Airport runway (14L/32R) by
military aircraft is due to a number of factors including the elimination of the existing Scott AFB
East radar traffic pattern, selection of the East runway (14L/32R) by Air Traffic Control (ATC)
and by military pilots, the addition of the KC-135 to the Scott AFB mission, and C-21 mission
requirements. Each of these factors is explained in more detail below.

1.2.1 Elimination of the Existing Scott AFB East Radar Traffic Pattern

Prior to the construction of the MidAmerica Airport, air traffic destined for transition or full
stops at Scott AFB primarily used an East radar traffic pattern that avoided conflicts with
radar traffic patterns and arrival corridors used by the Lambert St. Louis International
Airport. Construction of the new MidAmerica Airport forced the creation of a new radar
traffic pattern farther to the east.

1.2.2 Selection of the East Runway (14L/32R) by ATC and Military Pilots

The premise of the 1991 JUA concerning traffic prioritization read “Air Traffic Control
services will be provided by the USAF in accordance with FAA Order 7110.65 and Air Force
Instruction 13-203,” “ATC will operate the airport as a single entity,” and “no attempt will be
made by ATC to segregate users of the airport into USAF or civil airport operations.” There
is currently no local provision that directs Scott-based pilots to minimize their operations on

1-1 FINAL
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the East runway (14L/32R) or to restrict transition or multiple approaches to the West
runway (14R/32L). Practical considerations require that controllers fully use, train for, and
hone their skills for traffic operations on parallel runways operated as a single Joint Use
Airport. By the same token, pilots seeking to use a longer runway (over a shorter one) and
desiring to vary the availability of approaches during missions involving multiple runway
operations will naturally seek the East runway (14L/32R). On the other hand, segregation of
military and civilian air traffic on the respective airfields would have resulted in nearly
33,000 operations at Scott and only 4,000 at MidAmerica Airport in calendar year 2002
(AFCEE 2004). This distribution of traffic would limit the training opportunities for local air
traffic controllers and pilots.

1.2.3 Addition of the KC-135 to Scott AFB

When the 1991 JUA was signed, relocation of the 126 Air Refueling Wing (ARW) from
Chicago’s O’Hare Airport to MidAmerica Airport had yet to be realized. The planned
MidAmerica Airport runway was extended an additional 2,000 feet (to 10,000 feet) with the
intention of operating the heavy tankers on the new runway. Since adding the KC-135 to the
Scott/MidAmerica military mission, routine use by the newly domiciled tanker unit has
become a common occurrence. For safety considerations, large, mission-dictated fuel loads
require the longer runway for takeoffs and landings. This was readily apparent during the
126 ARW alert commitment and air refueling support for Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM and NOBLE EAGLE. Additionally, pilots generally prefer a longer runway
during periods of reduced visibility, low ceilings, and wet or icy runways. These operational
factors, again, elevate the use of the longer East runway over that of the West runway.
Further, with respect to encroachment, the continued use of the MidAmerica Airport best
preserves the operational readiness of the Joint Use Airport under changing missions and
requirements. It is expected that daily KC-135 operations will remain static with
approximately one mission and two local trainings per day. In addition, KC-135 operations
may use the longer runway at MidAmerica Airport almost exclusively due to operational
necessity.

1.2.4 C-21 Mission Requirements

It is anticipated that daily C-21 operations will continue at an equivalent rate to those
operations conducted in both calendar years 2001 and 2002. C-21 transition training, as well
as takeoff and landing operations impacted by bird population/strike hazard, runway
condition readings, and takeoff/landing temperatures will require use of a longer runway at
MidAmerica Airport.

Given the concerns of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for traffic separation and
encroachment issues in the local communities, and since there are no feasible plans for
altering the local radar pattern at the Joint Use Airport, the 375" Airlift Wing foresees
continued, long-term use of both the Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport runways for
military C-9, C-21, and KC-135 operations.
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1.3 OBJECTIVE

The objective of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to evaluate the potential impacts
associated with the implementation of the Proposed Action, Alternative A, and the No-Action
Alternative and to determine the significance of those impacts. If the potential impacts are not
considered significant, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) will be prepared.

1.4 SCOPE OF THE EA

This EA identifies, describes, and evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the Proposed Action, Alternative A, and the No-Action Alternative.
Furthermore, this document includes an analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Action,
Alternative A, and the No-Action Alternative as they relate to the following environmental and
socioeconomic programs:

Air Quality;

Noise;

Wastes, Hazardous Materials and Stored Fuel;
Land Use;

Water Resources;

Floodplains and Wetlands;

Biological Resources Management;
Environmental Management;

Geology and Soils;

Socioeconomics;

Cultural Resources;

Airspace/Airfield Operations and Safety;
Pollution Prevention;

Environmental Justice.

15 DECISION(S) THAT MUST BE MADE

The decision to be made will include selecting one of the alternatives described as follows:

Proposed Action: The Proposed Action consists of implementing the renewed JUA that contains
modified provisions to more effectively manage the existing operational conditions at Scott AFB
and MidAmerica Airport.

Alternative A: Implementation of this alternative would result in the 1991 JUA provisions not
being modified. Although the 1991 agreement allows for reciprocal operations at either runway,
it does not contain provisions for substantial military operations at MidAmerica Airport, and
therefore does not accurately reflect or effectively manage current operations.

No-Action Alternative: Implementation of this alternative would require operation of the Scott
AFB and MidAmerica Airport runways under the 1991 JUA. Although this agreement allows
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for reciprocal operations at either runway, it does not contain provisions for substantial military
operations at MidAmerica Airport.

1.6 APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS AND REQUIRED

COORDINATION

Following is a list of Air Force Instructions (AFI), Executive Orders (EO), Acts, Air Force
Manuals (AFMAN), Engineer Manual (EM), Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Department of
Defense Instructions (DoDI), and Technical Orders (TO) that are applicable to the Proposed
Action.
National Environmental Policy Act, Public Law 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, January 1,

1970;

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40 CFR parts 1500 through 1505;

EO 11988 and 11990, Floodplain Management and Protection of Wetlands;

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and

Low-Income Populations;

Clean Air Act (1970, Amended, 1977 and 1990);

Corps of Engineers Manual, EM 385-1-1, General Safety Requirements;

32 CFR Part 989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process;
AFI 32-7062, Air Force Comprehensive Planning;

AFI 32-7064, Natural Resources Management;

AFI1 32-7065, Cultural Resources Management;

DoDI 4165.57 and AFI 32-7063, AICUZ Programs;

29 CFR, Occupational Safety and Health Standards;

UFC 3-260-01, Unified Facilities Criteria

AFMAN 32-1123, Unified Facilities Guide;

AF Handbook 32-1084, Civil Engineer Facility Requirements;
40 CFR 93.153, Air Conformity Determination;

Resource Conservation Recovery Act (1970).

1-5
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e AFI 32-7063, Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Program.

e AF Handbook 32-7084, Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) Program Manager’s
Guide

e Scott AFB General Plan, 2002.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the selection criteria for each of the alternatives, details of the Proposed
Action, Alternative A, and the No-Action Alternative, and past and reasonably foreseeable future
actions relevant to cumulative impacts.

2.2 SELECTION CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVES

1) Alternative must minimize impacts to the natural, cultural and socioeconomic environments
of Scott AFB and surrounding areas.

2) Implementation of the alternative must not cause any substantial net increases in day or night
noise levels.

3) Implementation of the alternative must not cause any substantial net increases in air pollutant
emissions.

4) Implementation of the alternative must meet both military and civilian mission and
operational requirements.

Alternatives considered for this EA include the Proposed Action, Alternative A, and No-Action.

The Proposed Action was selected based upon the ability to meet the selection criteria listed
above. Implementation of the action is consistent with the 1991 JUA and compatible with the
May 2002 Scott AFB Base General Plan (BGP). The BGP illustrates Scott AFB’s present and
future capability to support its mission. The BGP is a stand-alone document responding to the
USAF’s commitments to planning for future development and protecting the environment, as
prescribed in the AFI 32-7062, Air Force Comprehensive Planning. The Scott AFB BGP is
currently being updated.

2.3 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

No-Action Alternative

This alternative consists of not renewing the outdated and obsolete provisions of the 1991 JUA
between the USAF and St. Clair County.

Alternative A

Implementation of Alternative A includes discontinuing military use of the MidAmerica Airport
runway and restricting all military aircraft to the Scott AFB runway.
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24 DESCRIPTION OF PAST AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE
ACTIONS RELEVANT TO CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

There are no past or reasonably foreseeable future actions, which are anticipated to cause
cumulative impacts.

2.5 IDENTIFICATION OF PROPOSED ACTION

The preferred alternative, referred to as the Proposed Action, includes implementing a revised
JUA that more effectively manages the current and future operational conditions at Scott AFB
and MidAmerica Airport. This JUA would take into account the relatively equal distribution of
military operations between Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the environmental components that could be affected by the
implementation and operation of the Proposed Action, Alternative A, and the No-Action
Alternative. Section 3.0 serves as a baseline for evaluating the environmental status of the
Proposed Action, Alternative A, and the No-Action Alternative. Additionally, this EA addresses
the following environmental issues:

Air Quality;

Noise;

Wastes, Hazardous Materials, and Stored Fuels;
Water Resources, to include Floodplains and Wetlands;
Biological Resources;

Socioeconomic Resources;

Cultural Resources;

Land Use;

Airspace/Airfield Operations and Safety;
Environmental Management, Pollution Prevention;
Geology and Soils;

Environmental Justice;

e Indirect and Cumulative Impacts.

The aforementioned issues are not listed in order of significance.
3.2 AIRQUALITY

The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1977 required the adoption of air quality
standards. These were established to protect public health, safety and welfare from known or
anticipated effects of sulfur dioxide (SO;), particulates (PMyo 10 micron and smaller), carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), ozone (03), and lead (Pb).

The CAAA of 1977 required all states to submit to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) a list identifying those air quality control regions, or portions thereof, which meet or
exceed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or cannot be classified because of
insufficient data. Portions of air quality control regions that are shown, by monitored data or air
quality modeling, to exceed the NAAQS for any criteria pollutant are designated "non-
attainment" areas for that pollutant.

Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport occurs within the Metropolitan St. Louis Interstate Air Quality
Control Region (AQCR #070). The state air quality-monitoring site closest to Scott AFB is the
East St. Louis monitoring station, located in St. Clair County approximately 18 miles west of the
base. Table 3-1 compares the applicable federal ambient air quality standards with the East St.
Louis monitoring site maximum pollutant concentrations for the 3-year period 2001-2003
(USEPA, 2004).
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Air Quality Measurements in St. Clair County (East St. Louis
Station) with Federal Standards
Federal Ambient
Air Quality Maximum Concentration
Standards (ppm)* (ppm)*
Averaging
Pollutant Period Primary 2001 2002 2003
Carbon 1 hour 35 4.2 3.5 4.4
monoxide 8-hour 9 3.0 2.8 3.2
Nitrogen oxide | Annual 0.053 0.019 0.017 0.016
Particulate 24-hour 150 pw/m® 71 Wm® 107 w/m® 70 W/m®
Matter (PM1o) |  Annual 50 wm® 30 Wm® 30 w/m® 34 Wm®
Lead Q‘;ﬁ;‘:'y 1.5 wm?® 0.065 w/m? | 0.0325 wm® | 0.04 Wm?®
3-hour 0.5 0.235 0.190 0.168
Sulfur dioxide | 24 hour 0.14 0.081 0.056 0.049
Annual 0.030 0.008 0.006 0.005
2 1-hour 0.120 0.110 0.117 0.134
Ozone
8-hour 0.080 0.082 0.103 0.111
Notes:

!Unless otherwise stated.

2For the 1-hour standard there were no exceedances in 2001 and 2002 and two exceedances in 2003
from this monitor. For the 8-hour standard, there were no exceedances in 2001, nine exceedances in
2002 and three exceedances in 2003 from this monitor.

Source: Scott AFB 2004.

This AQCR is designated as a moderate non-attainment area for Os, a limited maintenance area
for CO, and either as attainment or no designation for the remaining pollutants. In December
2004, the USEPA designated St. Clair County as a nonattainment area for the PM;s, fine
particulate matter (less than 2.5 microns in diameter) standard.

3.2.1 Emissions Inventory

This section presents information on air pollutant emissions from activities at Scott AFB. The
Scott AFB emissions are also compared with ozone-producing pollutant emissions from the
Illinois portion of the St. Louis Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) of AQCR #070. The
SMSA emission inventory accounts for emission sources in St. Clair County, as well as emission
sources from four other counties.

Table 3-2 summarizes annual emissions by source category for calendar year 1998. This table
was developed from an emission inventory compiled by Scott AFB (Dods, 2004). Emissions,
reported in tons per year, are organized into 18 categories: external combustion sources,
stationary internal combustion engines, medical waste incineration, storage tanks, fuel transfers,
equipment leaks, spray painting booths, solvent parts washers, miscellaneous product usage, fire
fighter training, fuel cell maintenance, landfills, non-destructive inspection, ordinance
detonation, pesticide application, small arms range, wet cooling towers, and woodworking.
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Table 3-2 Air Pollutant Emissions Inventory for Scott AFB in 1998 (tons/year)
Source Category Carbon Nitrogen Particulate | Sulfur VOCs
Monoxide | Oxides Matter Oxides
External Combustion 2.24 2.82 0.216 0.017 0.156
Sources
Stationary Internal 1.12 4.98 0.186 0.154 0.210
Combustion Engines
Medical Waste Incineration | 0.100 0.120 0.103 0.073 0.010
Storage Tanks -- - - -- 3.32
Fuel Transfers -- -- -- -- 6.52
Equipment Leaks -- -- 0.003 -- 0.134
Spray Painting Booths -- -- -- -- 0.232
Solvent Parts Washers -- -- -- -- 0.262
Miscellaneous Product - -- - - 0.374
Usage
Fire Fighter Training 0.031 0.112 0.019 -- 0.048
Fuel Cell Maintenance -- -- -- -- 0.013
Landfills 0.147 -- - - 1.90
Non-Destructive Inspection | -- - - -- <0.001
Ordinance Detonation <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -- <0.001
Pesticide Application -- -- -- -- 0.116
Small Arms Range 0.010 - - -- --
Wet Cooling Towers -- - 0.449 -- --
Woodworking -- -- 0.770 - --

Source: Scott AFB 2004

3.3 NOISE

3.3.1 Definition of Resource

Noise is considered to be unwanted sound that interferes with normal activities or otherwise
diminishes the quality of the environment. It may be intermittent or continuous, steady or
impulsive, stationary or transient. Stationary sources are normally related to specific land
uses, (e.g., housing tracts or industrial plants). Transient noise sources move through the
environment, either along relatively established paths (e.g., highways, railroads, and aircraft
flight tracks around airports), or randomly. There is wide diversity in responses to noise that
not only vary according to the type of noise and the characteristics of the sound source, but
also according to the sensitivity and expectations of the receptor, the time of day, and the
distance between the noise source (e.g., an aircraft) and the receptor (e.g., a person or
animal).

The physical characteristics of noise, or sound, include its intensity, frequency, and duration.
Sound is created by acoustic energy, which produces minute pressure waves that travel
through a medium, like air, and are sensed by the ear drum. This may be likened to the
ripples in water that would be produced when a stone is dropped into it. As the acoustic
energy increases, the intensity or amplitude of these pressure waves increase, and the ear
senses louder noise. The unit used to measure the intensity of sound is the decibel (dB).
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Sound intensity varies widely (from a soft whisper to a jet engine) and is measured on a
logarithmic scale to accommodate this wide range. The logarithm, and its use, is nothing
more than a mathematical tool that simplifies dealing with very large and very small
numbers. For example, the logarithm of the number 1,000,000 is 6, and the logarithm of the
number 0.000001 is -6 (minus 6). Obviously, as more zeros are added before or after the
decimal point, converting these numbers to their logarithms greatly simplifies calculations
that use these numbers.

The frequency of sound is measured in cycles per second, or hertz (Hz). This measurement
reflects the number of times per second the air vibrates from the acoustic energy. Low
frequency sounds are heard as rumbles or roars, and high frequency sounds are heard as
screeches. Sound measurement is further refined through the use of “A-weighting.” The
normal human ear can detect sounds that range in frequency from about 20 Hz to 15,000 Hz.
However, all sounds throughout this range are not heard equally well. Therefore, through
internal electronic circuitry, some sound meters are calibrated to emphasize frequencies in
the 1,000 to 4,000 Hz range. The human ear is most sensitive to frequencies in this range,
and sounds measured with these instruments are termed “A-weighted”, and are shown in
terms of A-weighted decibels (dBA).

The duration of a noise event and the number of times that noise events occur are also
important considerations in assessing noise impacts.

As a basis for comparison when noise levels are considered, it is useful to note that at
distances of about three feet, noise from normal human speech ranges from 63 to 65 dB,
operating kitchen appliances range from about 83 to 88 dB, and rock bands approach 110 dB.

The word “metric” is used to describe a standard of measurement. As used in environmental
noise analysis, there are many different types of noise metrics. Each metric has a different
physical meaning or interpretation and each metric was developed by researchers attempting
to represent the effects of environmental noise.

The metrics supporting the assessment of noise from aircraft operations associated with the
proposals assessed in this document are the Maximum Sound Level (Lmax), the Sound
Exposure Level (SEL), and Time-Averaged Cumulative Noise Metrics. Each metric
represents a “tier” for quantifying the noise environment, and is briefly discussed below.

3.3.1.1 Maximum Sound Level

The Lmax metric defines peak noise levels. Lmax is the highest sound level measured during a
single noise event (e.g., an aircraft overflight), and is the sound actually heard by a person on
the ground. For an observer, the noise level starts at the ambient noise level, rises up to the
maximum level as the aircraft flies closest to the observer, and returns to the ambient level as
the aircraft recedes into the distance. Lmax IS important in judging a noise event’s
interference with conversation, sleep, and other common activities.

This document considers noise from aircraft operating around airfields. Around airfields, the
primary operational modes of aircraft are departures (take-offs) and arrivals (landings).
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Table 3-3 shows Lmax values at various distances associated with typical military and civilian

aircraft operating at Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport.

Table 3-3 Representative Maximum Sound Levels
Lmax Values (in dBA) At Varying Distances (In Feet)
Aircraft and Power Type 500 1,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 10,000
KC-135 Takeoff 110.3 101.9 92.3 86.2 79.0 68.9
KC-135 Landing 108.6 100.3 90.1 82.6 717 58.1
B-727 Takeoff 112.8 106.0 98.8 94.2 88.0 78.7
B-727 Landing 86.6 79.4 71.9 67.1 60.8 51.1
Lear 35 Takeoff 96.6 89.4 81.6 76.5 69.7 59.0
Lear 35 Landing 81.9 74.3 66.1 60.8 54.0 44.0

Source: OMEGA108

3.3.1.2 Sound Exposure Level

Lmax alone may not represent how intrusive an aircraft noise event is because it does not
consider the length of time that the noise persists. The SEL metric combines intensity and
duration into a single measure. It is important to note, however, that SEL does not directly
represent the sound level heard at any given time, but rather provides a measure of the total
exposure of the entire event. The SEL value represents all of the acoustic energy associated
with the event, as though it was present for one second. Therefore, for sound events that last
longer than one second, the SEL value will be higher than the Ly« value. The SEL value is
important because it is the value used to calculate other time-averaged noise metrics. Table
3-4 shows SEL values corresponding to the aircraft and power settings reflected in Table 3-3.

Table 3-4

Representative Sound Exposure Levels

SEL Values (in dBA) At Varying Distances (In Feet)
Aircraft and Power Type 500 1,000 2,000 3,000 5,000 10,000
KC-135 Takeoff 113.2 106.6 98.8 93.9 87.9 79.6
KC-135 Landing 110.6 104.1 95.7 89.2 79.7 67.8
B-727 Takeoff 117.0 112.1 106.7 103.1 98.3 90.8
B-727 Landing 92.1 86.8 81.1 77.3 72.3 64.5
Lear 35 Takeoff 102.5 97.1 91.1 87.1 81.6 72.7
Lear 35 Landing 87.6 81.8 75.4 71.2 65.7 57.5

Source: OMEGA108

3.3.1.3 Time-Averaged Cumulative Noise Metrics

The number of times noise events occur during given periods is also an important
consideration in assessing noise impacts.
analysis of multiple time-varying noise events is the Day-Night Average Sound Level (Lgn).

3.3.131

Day-Night Average Sound Level

The “cumulative” noise metric supporting the

This metric sums the individual noise events and averages the resulting level over a
specified length of time. Thus, it is a composite metric which considers the maximum
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noise levels, the duration of the events, the number of events that occur, and the time of
day during which they occur. This metric adds 10 dB to those events that occur between
10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M to account for the increased intrusiveness of noise events that
occur at night when ambient noise levels are normally lower than during the day time.
This cumulative metric does not represent the variations in the sound level heard.
Nevertheless, it does provide an excellent measure for comparing environmental noise
exposures when there are multiple noise events to be considered.

It should be noted that ambient background noise is not considered in the noise
calculations that are presented below. There are two reasons for this. First, ambient
background noise, even in wilderness areas, varies widely, depending on location and
other conditions. For example, studies conducted in an open pine forest in the Sierra
National Forest in California have measured up to a 10 dBA variance in sound levels
simply due to an increase in wind velocity (Harrison, 1973). Therefore, assigning a value
to background noise would be arbitrary. Secondly, and probably most important, is that
it is reasonable to assume that ambient background noise in the project’s Region of
Influence (ROI) would have little or no effect on the calculated L4y, The ROI for the
noise assessments are the areas around Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport that are
exposed to aviation-related noise resulting from activities in the region. In calculating
noise levels, louder sounds dominate the calculations, and overall, aircraft and other
transportation-related noise would be expected to be the dominant noise sources
characterizing the acoustic conditions in the region.

Using measured sound levels as a basis, the USAF developed several computer programs
to calculate noise levels resulting from aircraft operations. Sound levels calculated by
these programs have been extensively validated against measured data, and have been
proven to be highly accurate.

In this document, the sound levels calculated for aircraft operations in an airfield
environment are all Lgn. Lg, metrics are the preferred noise metrics of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the Department of Transportation (DOT), the
FAA, the USEPA, and the Veteran’s Administration (VA).

Ignoring the night-time penalty for the moment, L4, may be thought of as the continuous
or cumulative A-weighted sound level which would be present if all of the variations in
sound level which occur over the given period were smoothed out so as to contain the
same total sound energy. While Ly, does provide a single measure of overall noise
impact, it is fully recognized that it does not provide specific information on the number
of noise events or the specific individual sound levels which occur. For example, an Lg,
of 65 dB could result from a very few noisy events, or a large number of quieter events.
Although it does not represent the sound level heard at any one particular time, it does
represent the total sound exposure. Scientific studies and social surveys have found the
L4n to be the best measure to assess levels of community annoyance associated with all
types of environmental noise. Therefore, its use is endorsed by the scientific community
and governmental agencies such as the American National Standards Institute (ANSI)
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USEPA,; Federal Interagency Committee on Urban Noise (FICUN); Federal Interagency
on Noise (FICON).

3.3.2 Noise Levels and the Public

Public annoyance is the most common concern associated with exposure to elevated noise levels.
When subjected to Lgy levels of 65 dBA, approximately 12 percent of the persons exposed will
be “highly annoyed” by the noise. At levels below 55 dBA, the percentage of annoyance is
significantly lower (less than three percent), and at levels above 70 dBA, it is significantly higher
(greater than 25 percent) (Finegold et al., 1994). Table 3-5 shows the percentage of the
population expected to be highly annoyed at a range of noise levels.

Table 3-5 Percentage of Population Highly Annoyed by Elevated Noise Levels

Noise Exposure (Lgn in dBA) Percent Highly Annoyed
<65 <12
65— 70 12-21
70-75 22 -36
75-80 37-53
80 -85 54 -70
> 85 >71

Source: Finegold et al. 1994.

3.3.2.1 Aircraft Activity

The following terms are defined to provide a better understanding of how data are developed for
input to the various noise models that are used to calculate noise.

Around an airfield, aircraft operations are categorized as takeoffs, landings, or closed
patterns.(which could include activities referred to as touch-and-gos or low approaches). Each
takeoff or landing constitutes one operation. A closed pattern occurs when the pilot of the
aircraft approaches the runway as though planning to land, but then applies power to the aircraft
and continues to fly as though taking off again. The pilot then flies a circular or rectangular
track around the airfield, and again approaches for landing. In some cases the pilot may actually
land on the runway before applying power, or in other cases the pilot simply approaches very
close to the ground. In either event, since a closed pattern operation essentially consists of a
landing and a takeoff, it is considered two operations.

Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport are co-located aviation facilities located near Belleville, IL.
Scott AFB and its associated runway is situated in the western portion of the complex;
MidAmerica Airport is situated to the east. Under current conditions, the two facilities support
military and civil aviation activity. Together, the two facilities support approximately 105 daily
aviation operations. Considering all types of flight activities, a scenario representing an “average
day’s” operations was developed. The operations considered include, arrivals (landings),
departures (takeoffs), and closed patterns. The baseline flight operational data presented in this
Section are derived from the 2001 AICUZ. Noise calculations consider the frequency of flight
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operations, runway utilization, and the flight tracks and flight profiles flown by each aircraft.
The 2001 numbers and types of representative operations considered are shown in Table 3-6.

Table 3-6 2001 Average Daily Operations at Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport *

Arrivals Departures Closed Patterns *

Aircraft Day Night Day Night Day Night
KC-135 3.936 0.437 4.364 0.010 8.886 0.987
Other Based 8.111 0.585 8.610 0.087 0 0
Military
Transient 5.548 0.043 5.548 0.043 0 0
Military
Air Carrier / 2.854 0 2.854 0 0 0
Air Taxi
General 5.973 0 5.963 0 15.138 0
Aviation
Total 26.422 1.065 27.339 0.140 24.024 0.987

Notes: ' Daily operations are based on averages of annual operations; therefore, numbers do not round.
2 Because closed patterns consist of a landing and a takeoff (two aviation operations), the 25.011 closed
patterns shown equate to 50.022 aviation operations. These numbers are based on 292 flight days.
Source: USAF 2001.

These levels and types of activity are then combined with information on climatology,
maintenance activities, and aircraft flight parameters, and processed through the USAF's
BASEOPS/NOISEMAP (Moulton, 1990) computer models to calculate Lg,. Once noise levels
are calculated, they are plotted on a background map in 5-decibel increments from 65 dBA to 85
dBA, as applicable. Noise contours associated with current activities at Scott AFB/MidAmerica
Airport are shown in Figure 3-1. The land area (in acres) encompassed by each contour is shown
in Table 3-7.

Table 3-7 Land Area Exposed To Indicated Sound Levels

Sound Level (Lgy) Acres of Land *
65-70 2,125.00
70-75 1,016.07
75-80 441.30
80-85 232.24

> 85 115.09

Notes:  *Land areas exposed to indicated sound levels. Total area exposed to Lg, 65 or
greater is approximately 3,930 acres.
Source: Wasmer and Maunsell 2002.
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3.3.2.2 Ground-Based Activity

Some additional noise results from day-to-day activities associated with operations, maintenance,
and the industrial functions associated with the operation of the airport. These noise sources
include the operation of ground-support equipment, and other transportation noise from vehicular
traffic. However, this noise is generally localized in industrial areas on or near the airfield, or on
established lines of communication supporting traffic to-and-from the airfield. Noise resulting
from aircraft operations remains the dominant noise source in the airfield region.

3.4 WASTES, HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, AND STORED FUELS

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) established statutory requirements that
serve as the basis of the hazardous waste regulations. These regulations are found at 40 CFR
260-279. Corresponding state regulations identifying and listing hazardous wastes and standards
applicable to generators of hazardous wastes are found at 35 IAC 721-722. Hazardous chemicals
and materials are defined in 29 CFR 1900.1200. Legal requirements regarding emergency
planning and reporting of hazardous and toxic chemicals are noted in the Emergency Planning
and Community Right to Know Act (EPCRA). Scott AFB has an active Installation Restoration
Program (IRP).

3.5 WATER RESOURCES
3.5.1 Surface Water Resources

MidAmerica Airport and Scott AFB are located within the Lower Kaskaskia Watershed in St.
Clair County. Streams located within Scott AFB include Ash and Silver Creek. Ash Creek
originates approximately one mile northwest of the base near Shiloh, Illinois. From its origin,
Ash Creek flows through the base and abuts the rear of the existing commissary before
discharging into Silver Creek. Silver Creek forms the western boundary of Scott AFB and the
eastern boundary of MidAmerica Airport. The creek typically has steep mud banks, low stream
gradient, and turbid water. The drainage area of Silver Creek, which encompasses
approximately 395 square miles upstream of Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport, consists primarily
of farmland. Scott AFB is also drained by overland flow to diversion structures, field tiles, storm
sewers, drainage ditches, and culverts. About 60 percent of the base is drained by Silver Creek
and the remaining area is drained by Ash Creek (Woolpert, 2002). Two unnamed tributaries
flow south and west through MidAmerica Airport and drain into Silver Creek.

3.5.2 Floodplains

Executive Order 11988 dated May 24, 1977, entitled “Floodplain Management” defines a
floodplain and establishes a policy of avoiding impacts to floodplains when practicable. Facility
design and construction, real property acquisition, maintenance activities, real property disposal,
and natural resource program implementation actions must comply with EO 11988. The basis
for this guidance includes the CWA, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq., National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969, (NEPA), 42 USC 4321. et. seq., the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, 42 USC
4001, et seq., the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, and Public Law 93-235, 87 Statute 975.
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Floodplains at Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport are located adjacent to Silver Creek near the
eastern boundary of the base (Figure 3-2).

3.5.3 Groundwater Resources

Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport are situated in an area of southwestern Illinois that lacks
aquifers of regional significance.

The significant hydrogeologic units present in the area include alluvium containing sand and
gravel lenses, sand and gravel layers within the glacial deposits, and sandstone or other
permeable strata within the bedrock. Water quality varies greatly, with water from the surficial
deposits usually of slightly better quality than water from the bedrock units. Precipitation is the
primary source of groundwater recharge in the area.

A brief description of the principal water-bearing units, in order of increasing depth, follows.
The information presented in this section is derived primarily from the Final RI/RFI Work Plan
for Site SS-14 (Consolidated Aircraft Maintenance Squadron) at the Scott Air Force Base
(Montgomery Watson, 2002a).

Alluvium: The sand and gravel layers of the Cahokia alluvium include deposits of poorly sorted
silt, clay, and silty sand with lenses of sand and gravel. Groundwater is present in these layers at
shallow depths (1 to 3 foot below ground surface (bgs)). Its thickness varies, but it is commonly
less than 50 feet. Potentially large quantities of water can be pumped from the alluvium.
However, it is not used widely in the vicinity of Scott AFB because its occurrence is limited to
the flood-prone lowlands and municipal water supplies are readily available to most local
consumers. The alluvium is found mainly on the eastern portions of the base along the lowlands
of Silver Creek.

Glacial Aaquifers: The sand and gravel layers in the glacial deposits are permeable
unconsolidated units that are typically thin, discontinuous, and of limited extent in the vicinity of
the base. The water-bearing zones include the sand and gravel layers within the Pearl Formation
and within the Vandalia Till Member of the Glasford Formation. Data from test wells installed in
1942 by the Illinois State Water Survey indicated that the discontinuous sand and gravel zones
ranged in thickness from 1 to 12 feet. Groundwater occurred at depths ranging from 10 to 35 feet
bgs in these wells, as measured by Environmental Resources Management in 1991. East of Silver
Creek, small industrial and municipal wells having yields of about 20 gallons per minute (gpm)
may be possible in these glacial aquifers. Groundwater reportedly discharges to the underlying
bedrock or to local surface water as base flow.

Bedrock Aquifers: Pennsylvanian age bedrock lies approximately 85 feet bgs in the vicinity of
Scott AFB and is approximately 265 feet thick. The strata consist of low permeability shale with
thin discontinuous beds of sandstone and limestone. The sandstone and limestone can yield small
quantities of water to domestic supplies, with recharge occurring from the overlying
unconsolidated materials. Groundwater flow through these strata is generally to the southeast
towards deeper parts of the Illinois Basin. Water-bearing fractures are most likely to occur in the
upper 50 feet of the bedrock. Underlying the Pennsylvanian strata is Chesterian Series
(Mississippian Age) bedrock, which includes permeable sandstones. The reported yield of wells
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completed in these sandstones ranges from 20 to 50 gpm, with drawdowns varying from 175 to
300 feet.

3.5.4 Water Use and Treatment

The CWA regulates water quality. These regulations are found at 40 CFR, Subchapter D. Scott
AFB and MidAmerica Airport are situated in an area of southwestern Illinois that lacks aquifers
of regional significance. Precipitation is the primary source of groundwater recharge in the
project area. Most communities in St. Clair County, including Scott AFB and several
communities in the Granite City area in Madison County, obtain their water from the Mississippi
River through the Illinois American Water Company. No drinking water wells are known to be
in use within the boundaries of Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport. However, domestic and
agricultural users within about 10 miles of the base obtain a limited amount of water from
shallow aquifers.

An on-site sewage treatment plant serves Scott AFB with a capacity of two million gallons per
day (mgd). The sewage flow averages about 1.45 mgd. The plant provides tertiary treatment,
and the effluent is discharged to a tributary of Silver Creek at the southeast part of the base
(Woolpert, 2002).

3.5.5 Wetlands

The CWA, as noted earlier in this section, sets the basic structure that regulates discharges and
dredged materials that could enter wetlands. There are many other laws and regulations, such as
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act, the North American Wetlands
Conservation Act, and the Endangered Species Act, that are applicable to wetlands protection.
By definition, wetlands are transitional lands between terrestrial and aquatic systems where the
water table is usually at the surface or the land is covered by shallow water. Wetlands generally
include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. Per the Federal Interagency Committee on
Wetland Delineation (1989), jurisdictional wetlands are those that are found to contain:

1) Hydrophytes (plants that grow in water or on soils periodically deficient in oxygen due to
inundation by water);

2) Hydric soils (soils that are saturated, ponded, or flooded long enough to produce anaerobic
conditions);

3) Wetland hydrologic conditions (permanent or periodic inundation or soil saturation to the
surface).

The largest area of wetlands at Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport are located within the
bottomland forest adjacent to Silver Creek (Figure 3-2). Other wetland resources located at Scott
AFB/MidAmerica Airport include those located adjacent to Ash Creek and a number of ponds
and depressional wetlands scattered throughout the project site.
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3.6 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The project area occurs in the Southern Till Plain natural division of Illinois. This natural
division is dominated by agricultural lands, grasslands, and forested areas (INHS, 2004). The
natural prairie communities that once dominated this natural division have been mostly replaced
by agricultural fields and urban developments. Natural areas located at Scott AFB include
wooded wetlands and bottomland hardwoods that are surrounded by upland hardwoods and open
areas.

3.6.1 Wildlife

Numerous wildlife species occur or have the potential to occur at Scott AFB/MidAmerica
including over 40 species of herpetofauna (USAF, 1991) and over 230 species of birds (USACE,
2002). Mammal species that may occur in the area include Eastern cottontail, woodchuck, gray
and fox squirrels, white tailed deer, Virginia opossum, beaver, muskrat, raccoon, and coyote
(Hoffmiester, 2002).

3.6.2 Aquatic Biota

Several aquatic habitats are present in the Proposed Action area these habitats include Silver,
Ash and Loop Creeks as well as several man made ponds and lakes. Approximately 40 aquatic
species may occur in the project area (Smith, 1960). Abundant fish species that have been
collected at the project area include: mosquito fish, blackstripe topminnow, black bullhead,
freckled madtom, channel catfish, red shiner, creek chub, bigmouth shiner, and fathead minnow
(TAMS 1988 in USAF, 1991).

3.6.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

No plants listed as endangered by the Illinois Endangered Species Protection Board (IESPB),
were found within the study site during botanical surveys conducted on September 19, 2001.
Although no botanical endangered species were discovered, suitable habitat does exist for both
state and federally listed species within the Scott AFB boundaries.

A single federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sadalis) was captured during a study
conducted by personnel from the U.S. Engineer Research and Development Center in July 2001.
The Indiana bat was identified along Silver Creek near the confluence of Carolina Creek which
is located approximately ¥ mile north of the Control Tower (USAERDC, 2001). Suitable
Indiana bat habit does exist within the project area. Potential impacts to this habitat are
discussed in Chapter 4.

State threatened or endangered bird species identified at Scott AFB include the brown creeper,
red-shouldered hawk, and little blue heron. Due to low numbers of brown creepers and
significant loss of floodplain forest habitat, the state of Illinois considers the brown creeper a
threatened species (IFWIS, 2004). The state threatened red-shouldered hawk was detected
within the boundaries of Scott AFB during the 2001 bird survey (USAERDC, 2001). The red-
shouldered hawk is typically found in riparian floodplain forests with mature hardwood trees.
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Pending the approval of the 2004 Illinois Threatened and Endangered Species List, the brown
creeper and red-shouldered hawk will no longer be considered as threatened species by the State
of Illinois. The presence of a little blue heron (state endangered) was also incidentally noted
during the 2001 bird survey.

3.6.4 Noise Exposure

Noise levels that exceed 90 dB are considered to have an adverse effect on wildlife and domestic
livestock. Studies have shown that sound levels below 90 dB lessen adverse impacts on wildlife
behavior (Manci et al., 1988). An outdoor (unweighted) Lmax of 65 dB was used in the 1991 EIS
as a reasonably conservative estimator of noise impacts to animals. The findings of the 1991 EIS
indicate that wildlife in the Silver Creek bottomlands are exposed to about 55.8-62.8 dB Lgp.

3.7 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

Socioeconomic resources are described in this section using demographic and employment
measures, which are key factors influencing housing demand, education needs, and infrastructure
requirements. Implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A would affect a relatively
small number of personnel, and the socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action would be
confined primarily to the employment and income generated from construction activities.

The Location and ROI for the Proposed Action and Alternative A is Scott AFB and MidAmerica
Airport, located in St. Clair County, Illinois, approximately 20 miles east of the City of St. Louis,
Missouri. Together, the base and airport cover approximately 3,500 acres and are located in a
predominantly agricultural area. The project area is immediately south of Interstate Highway 64,
near the cities of O’Fallon and Belleville (Figure 1-1). The socioeconomic ROI for an analysis
of this type is generally defined by the residence patterns of current installation personnel, the
number of personnel associated with the action under consideration, and the value of any
construction associated with the action.

The population of St. Clair County in the year 2000 was 256,599 (US Census Bureau, 2000).
There are approximately 11,000 persons employed by Scott AFB (8,100 military, 2,800
civilians) and an estimated 8,500 military retirees in the area who use Scott AFB services
(Woolpert, 2002). The total Scott AFB community, on- and off-base, comprises approximately
30,900 military and civilian personnel and their families (Woolpert, 2002).

3.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Numerous cultural resource studies have been conducted at Scott AFB and in the vicinity of
MidAmerica Airport. These studies have included both archaeological surveys (Hoffman 1986,
Holley, Gums, and Brown 1990, De Vore 1990, Holley and Gums 1991, Holley and Watters
1991, Devore 1992) as well as architectural studies (Thomason 1992, Weitze 1996). As a result
of these studies, 104 historic buildings and structures have been identified within the Scott Field
Historic District, which is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Building
3200 (alert hanger) has been identified as eligible for listing on the NRHP. Nine archaeological
sites have been identified within the current boundaries of Scott AFB. None of these sites are
eligible for listing on the NRHP.
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Several of these studies were conducted prior to the construction of the joint use facility and
addressed the areas that were impacted during construction of MidAmerica Airport and the
connecting taxiway.

The cultural resource studies conducted in the past at Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport do not
represent a comprehensive study of the facility. Several areas within Scott AFB have been
identified as having the potential to contain additional cultural resources (Figure 3-3). These
include portions of the Silver Creek floodplain as well as several areas along the base periphery
that adjoin reported cultural resource areas outside of the base boundary. However, none of
these areas would be impacted by implementation of any of the alternatives.

Historical and cultural resources are protected under the National Historic Preservation Act (16
USC 470a-470w), EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment, the
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 469-469c), the Historic Sites Act (16
USC 461-467), and the Illinois State Agency Historic Resources Preservation Act. Federal
agencies must provide an opportunity for comment and consultation with the Illinois Historic
Preservation Agency and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation when an action has the
potential to affect historic or cultural sites. AFI 32-7065, Cultural Resources Management, must
be complied with as well.

3.9 LAND USE
3.9.1 Local Communities

Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport are located in a predominantly agricultural area that is
surrounded by the municipalities of O’Fallon, Shiloh, and Mascoutah within the St. Clair County
Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ). Each of these communities has developed its own
zoning and planning programs that address the areas around Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport.
The City of O’Fallon completed a Comprehensive Land Use Plan in 2001. This comprehensive
plan is generally compatible with existing flight activities at the joint airports. Targeted growth
areas in this plan are located northwest of O’Fallon and away from the Scott AFB and
MidAmerica Airport. The Village of Shiloh takes into account operations at Scott AFB and
MidAmerica Airport when conducting planning activities. The City of Mascoutah has current
zoning and land use maps that regulate growth in the areas of the city surrounding MidAmerica
Airport. These areas are zoned in accordance with AICUZ standards. The City of Mascoutah is
following a growth plan that encourages growth northward to Interstate 64.

3.9.2 Noise

As part of the AICUZ Program, Scott AFB has established land use compatibility guidelines for
properties surrounding military airfields. The FAA also has established land compatibility
guidelines to regulate development around civilian airfields. These guidelines help to mitigate
noise and safety impacts for land uses surrounding Scott AFB and the MidAmerica Airport. The

3-16 FINAL



64
" <
‘o _ 4
IR WHERRY HOUSING RD CHOCKTAW RD
.=
\ . A
_ 5
! \
DN »%a v
| & e
@‘“@ﬁ
& !
» N
N

N 1

MIDAMER

B DN, AIRPOR
ﬂl \\ i l

§ X
v A
R Z
s D k4
0 \ AN :
: !
¥ \ v I 3k é
& o SRR £
N .5 [
L] ¢ a 4 - .] g . a
. . 4 e T T '&i
\ ’ -t Wb, IL-161 S
N . =T “ % Y - =
o
|
Schecn
IL-161 LEGEND - ; S
I I BASE BOUNDARY ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

¢ 4,000,000 4,000 8,00 STREAMS (] Moderste Potentil Archeological Potential

e ™ s ™ s

Source: Archaeological Assessment of Scott Air Force Base, St. Clair County, Hlinois. 1992,

Scott Air Force Base
Belleville, lllinois

@f stReAMAREAS [ ] Extremely Low Potential
5 warerBoDIES [ Highly Disturbed Areas

Figure 3-3. Archaeological Potential at Scott Air Force Base



8/8/2005
Final Environmental Assessment for the Joint Use Agreement

AICUZ program uses information on aircraft types, flight patterns, power settings, number of
operations, and time of day or night to estimate average busy-day noise levels.

Studies on residential aircraft noise recommend that no residential land use should occur in areas
with noise levels exceeding 75 dB Lg,. However, no FAA restrictions apply to office buildings in
areas with noise levels below 70 dB (14 CFR 150). No restrictions apply to areas with noise
levels below 65 dB L.

3.10 AIRSPACE/AIRFIELD OPERATIONS AND SAFETY
3.10.1 Current Operations

Current military flight activities at Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport are primarily from C-9, C-21,
and KC-135 mission and training operations. Additional operations occur due to different
transient aircraft on training and mission flights. These include flights from the Aero Club,
Boeing-727s and Jetstream 31s (J-31). Military operations at both Scott AFB and MidAmerica
Airport accounted for nearly 33,000 operations during the calendar year 2002. Civilian
operations accounted for approximately 4,000 operations. These numbers were derived by
multiplying the average numbers in Table 3-6 by 292 flight days.

An average day for C-9 operations at Scott AFB includes approximately 1.6 mission sorties and
approximately 2.38 pilot training sorties. All training sorties and 99 percent of mission sorties
occur between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. C-21 pilots fly approximately 1.7 mission sorties and
one training sortie per day at Scott AFB. KC-135E sorties are flown at an average of
approximately 4.27 per day. Departures only occur during day time hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00
p.m.) while approximately ten percent of arrivals occur during nighttime hours (10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m.).

The Aero Club operates three types of single engine and one twin engine propeller driven
aircraft. Approximately 5.05 sorties are flown per day and only occur during day time hours.
MidAmerica Airport also supports scheduled passenger service as well as general aviation
activities. Passenger flights occur two to three times weekly and are supported by B-727s.
Charter and cargo flights are also supported out of MidAmerica Airport.

3.10.2 Airspace Management

Airspace management for regions outside of major population centers is controlled by Air Route
Traffic Control Centers (ARTCC) located across the country. Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport
are located within the Kansas City ARTCC and controlled by St. Louis departure/approach
control. The St. Louis departure/approach control is responsible for flight traffic into and out of
Scott AFB/MidAmerica, Airport with the Scott AFB tower controlling visual flight activity
around the two runways. As part of this coordination, flights departing Scott AFB/MidAmerica
Airport generally change headings to the east after takeoff. Aircraft are generally not turned to
the west in order to avoid the approach corridor for Lambert Airport. Arrival patterns at Scott
AFB/MidAmerica Airport are basically the opposite pattern with planes descending south and
east of St. Louis and brought into the airport on a northerly heading.
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3.11 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, POLLUTION PREVENTION

The USAF recognizes the importance of pollution prevention (P2) in protecting the environment,
achieving compliance objectives, and reducing waste disposal costs. Such successful P2
programs as recycling, waste minimization, product substitution, and process changes, among
others, are planned or underway at USAF installations worldwide. Scott AFB has developed a
policy to reduce the use of hazardous and toxic materials through source reduction and recycling.

3.12 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Pennsylvanian bedrock underlies Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport at a depth of approximately 85
feet. Underlying the Pennsylvanian bedrock is the Chesterian Series sandstone. There are no
geologic outcrops at Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport. Soils at the sites of Scott AFB and
MidAmerica Airport have been highly disturbed.

3.13 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

St. Clair County is a large, demographically diverse county, with communities ranging from
urban areas of East St. Louis and Belleville to small rural towns east and west of Scott
AFB/MidAmerica Airport. The year 2000 population of St. Clair County was approximately
67.9 percent Caucasian, and 34.3 percent minorities, with the predominant minority described as
African-American (28.8%); 2.2 percent of the county’s population is considered Hispanic (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2000). There are no low-income or minority disadvantaged populations in the
area of the Proposed Action or Alternative A.

3.14 INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The portion of Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport in which the Proposed Action and Alternative A
are located is considered to be an improved area that is highly disturbed. There are no known
indirect or cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action or Alternative A.

3-19 FINAL



8/8/2005
Final Environmental Assessment for the Joint Use Agreement

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

41 INTRODUCTION

Environmental consequences of the Proposed Action, Alternative A, and the No-Action
Alternative are addressed in this section. The Proposed Action would include implementation of
a revised JUA. Alternative A would include shifting all military air traffic to the runway at Scott
AFB and the No-Action alternative would result in the operation of the Scott AFB and
MidAmerica Airport runways under the outdated 1991 JUA.

The analysis process determines the consequences of each action and the anticipated impact(s)
that the action could have, if implemented. The Proposed Action, Alternative A, and the No-
Action Alternative could generate no environmental impact, or encompass environmental
consequences that may fall into the categories described in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1 Definitions of Environmental Consequences

Short-term effects caused during the construction and/or initial operation of the action

Long-term effects caused after the action has been completed and/or the action is in full and
complete operation or effects of the action if not approved

Irreversible effects caused by the proposal that cannot be reversed

Irretrievable

effects caused by an alternative that change outputs or commodities (e.g. trees,
cattle, hiking, fishing) of land’s use and must be reversible

Positive constructive, progressive effects

Negative harmful, destructive, unsafe, risky

Minor trivial, irrelevant, inconsequential

Major vital, primary, important

Adverse unfavorable, undesirable, harsh

Direct caused by the action and occur at the same time and place

Indirect caused by the action and effects occur later in time or farther removed in
distance, but reasonably foreseeable

Cumulative | nonrelated actions that have, are, or probably would occur in the same locality

A significant impact, as it applies to NEPA, requires considerations of both context and

intensity. Context means that the significance of an action must be analyzed in several arenas,
such as society as a whole (human, national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the
locality. Significance varies with the setting of the Proposed Action. Intensity refers to the
severity of impact. Responsible officials must bear in mind that more than one agency may
make decisions about partial aspects of a major action. Impacts may be both beneficial and
adverse. Intensity also includes the degree to which the Proposed Action and alternatives affect
public health or safety. A summary table of the environmental resources that are determined to
be impacted by the Proposed Action, Alternative A, and the No-Action Alternative is provided in
Section 4.16, Table 4-4.
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42 AIR QUALITY
4.2.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

A conformity determination would not be required, as the total of direct and indirect emissions
from proposed activities at the site of the Proposed Action or Alternative A are below
de minimus thresholds specified at 40 CFR 93.153(b)(1). Specifically stated, implementation of
the Proposed Action or Alternative A would not increase emissions over baseline emission
levels. The statutory requirements of conformity are included in the Clean Air Act (CAA),
Section 176(c) and require the EPA to publish regulations requiring federal actions to conform to
applicable state or federal implementation plans (SIPs or FIPS) to ensure that the actions do not
interfere with strategies employed to attain the NAAQS. The EPA proposed conformity
regulations entitled Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal
Implementation Plans. These were brought into effect on January 31, 1994. The intent of the
conformity ruling is to ensure that federal actions do not adversely affect the timely attainment
and maintenance of air quality standards. USAF personnel and installation planners will need to
analyze each USAF action, in accordance with EPA regulation 40 CFR 93, to ensure conformity
with the applicable SIP or FIP. The conformity analysis examines the impacts of the direct and
indirect air emissions from a proposed USAF action and determines whether the action conforms
to the applicable SIP or FIP. The USAF Conformity Guide will assist installation personnel in
determining when and why USAF actions must be analyzed for conformity with SIPs, who to
consult, and how long the conformity process will take. Moreover, the Proposed Action or
Alternative A would be in compliance with, or consistent with, all relevant requirements and
milestones contained in the Illinois SIP. There would be no impact to air quality issues as the
result of the implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A.

4.2.2 No-Action Alternative
There would be no impact to air quality issues if this alternative were selected.
4.3 NOISE

Noise, often defined as unwanted sound, is one of the most common environmental issues
associated with human activities, especially around airports. Concerns regarding noise relate to
certain potential impacts such as hearing loss, non-auditory health effects, annoyance, speech
interference, sleep interference, and effects on domestic animals, wildlife, structures, terrain, and
historic and archaeological sites.

4.3.1 Methodology

Noise associated with aircraft operations at the installation associated with the Proposed Action
will be considered and compared with current conditions to assess impacts. Data developed
during this process will also support analyses in other resource areas.

Based on numerous sociological surveys and recommendations of federal interagency councils,
the most common benchmark referred to is a Lg, of 65 dBA. This threshold is often used to
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determine residential land use compatibility around airports, highways, or other transportation
corridors. Two other average noise levels are also useful:

e A L4, of 55 dBA was identified by the USEPA as a level “. . . requisite to protect the
public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety” (USEPA 1974). Noise may
be heard, but there is no risk to public health or welfare.

e A Ly, of 75 dBA is a threshold above which effects other than annoyance may occur. It
is 10 to 15 dBA below levels at which hearing damage is a known risk (Occupational
Safety and Health Administration [OSHA] 1983). However, it is also a level above
which some adverse health effects can not be categorically discounted.

Public annoyance is the most common impact associated with exposure to elevated noise levels.
When subjected to Lg, of 65 dBA, approximately 12 percent of persons exposed will be “highly
annoyed” by the noise. At levels below 55 dBA, the percentage of annoyance is correspondingly
lower (less than three percent). The percentage of people annoyed by noise never drops to zero,
but at levels below 55 dBA it is reduced enough to be essentially negligible.

4.3.2 Impacts

4.3.2.1 Proposed Action

Information provided by ATC indicates that KC-135 operations have increased slightly from
2001 operations.  Additional tanker operations would be supported by the runway at
MidAmerica Airport. The MidAmerica Airport runway (14L/32R) is 2,000 feet longer than the
8,001-foot runway at Scott AFB (14R/32L). This additional length enhances flight safety,
especially when tanker aircraft are heavy. All other aviation operations would continue as under
current conditions.

Under this proposal, average daily aviation operations at the complex would increase from
approximately 105 to 116, an increase of approximately ten percent. Although this is a minor
increase in daily aviation operations, the more important change resulting from this action is the
shift in operations from the Scott AFB runway to the MidAmerica Airport runway. These
operations are shown in Table 4-2.
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Table 4-2 2004 Average Daily Operations At Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport

Arrivals Departures Closed Patterns *
Aircraft Day Night Day Night Day Night
KC-135 4.500 0.500 4.992 0.008 13.500 1.500
Other Based | 8.111 0.585 8.610 0.087 0 0
Military
Transient 5.548 0.043 5.548 0.043 0 0
Military
Air Carrier /| 2.854 0 2.854 0 0 0
Air Taxi
General 5.973 0 5.963 0 15.138 0
Aviation
Total 26.986 1.128 27.967 0.138 28.638 1.500

Notes: 'Daily operations are based on averages of annual operations; therefore, numbers do not round.
“Because closed patterns consist of a landing and a takeoff (two aviation operations), the 30.138 closed
patterns shown equate to 60.276 aviation operations.

Sources: Personal communication, Newman 2004.

Although the base provided 2004 updated flight operational data, the 2001 AICUZ data is
currently the most accurate source of information related to noise impacts. The 2004 flight
operational data, as provided by the base, slightly changes the configuration of the noise contours
around the complex. The contours associated with Scott AFB’s runway show little or no change.
However, there are slight increases in the area encompassed by the 65 Lg, and 70 L4, contours at
MidAmerica Airport. Compared to current conditions, the 65 Ly, contour extends approximately
2,300 feet further to the northwest, and 1,500 feet further to the southeast. The 70 L4, contour
extends an additional 1,600 feet to the northwest, and 2,900 feet to the southeast. The contours
associated with the Proposed Action are depicted in Figure 3-1. Table 4-3 reflects the changes in
land areas exposed to elevated noise levels.

Table 4-3 Change In Land Area Exposed To Indicated Sound Levels

Sound Level Acres of Land * Net Percent
(In Lan) Baseline Proposed Change (Acres) Change
65-70 2,125.00 2,272.80 + 147.80 + 7%
70-75 1,016.07 1,161.97 +145.90 + 14%
75-80 441.30 481.57 +40.27 + 9%
80 -85 232.24 264.04 +31.80 + 14%

> 85 115.09 115.82 +0.73 +1%
Total 3,929.70 4,296.20 + 366.50 + 9%

Note: ! Land areas exposed to indicated sound levels. Total area exposed to Lg, 65 or greater is shown in Total.
Source: Wasmer and Maunsell 2002.

As indicated, increases in sound levels associated with the Proposed Action are minimal, and
would result in minor adverse impacts.
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4.3.2.2 Alternative A

In 1996, a Final EA and Finding of No Significant Impact for the Realignment of the Illinois Air
National Guard 126" ARW to Scott AFB, Illinois were completed. This EA evaluated an
alternative that included the joint military/civilian use of MidAmerica Airport as well as use of
the Scott AFB runway as the primary runway for military air traffic. The EA concluded that the
removal of flights from the military runway decreases the noise contours from the military
runway to the point that fewer off-site people and structures would be affected with the runway
sharing option than would be affected without the runway sharing. The difference is due to the
proximity of the Cities of O’Fallon and Mascoutah to the runway centerline for Scott AFB. A
shift of military aircraft back to the Scott AFB runway shifts the noise contours from east of the
cities to essentially over the cities, thereby impacting more residential areas. A comparison of
noise levels at 13 sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport
revealed that all but one of the receptors would have higher noise levels if military operations
occurred primarily at the Scott AFB runway. Although the implementation of Alternative A
would result in a minor adverse impact due to the increase in residential areas affected by noise
levels, its implementation would cause greater noise impacts than those associated with
implementation of the Proposed Action.

4.3.2.3 No-Action Alternative

Under this alternative, no proposed changes to aviation activity would occur at either facility.
Since no changes to aircraft operations or other transportation activities would result from this
alternative, noise levels on Scott AFB and the MidAmerica Airport would remain as described in
Section 3.3 and only minor adverse impacts would result due to noise.

44 WASTES, HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, AND STORED FUELS
4.4.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

Implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A would not increase the amount of
hazardous material already handled or used at Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport and therefore
no impacts are anticipated.

4.4.2 No-Action Alternative

There would be no impact to the environment from wastes or hazardous materials, if the No-
Action Alternative were selected.

45 WATER RESOURCES
45.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

No construction activities or land disturbance activities are anticipated as part of the Proposed
Action or Alternative A. Therefore no impacts to surface water or groundwater quality are
anticipated from the implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A. Likewise no
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impacts to floodplains or wetland resources are anticipated with the implementation of the
Proposed Action or Alternative A.

45.2 No-Action Alternative

There would be no impact to surface water, groundwater, wetlands, or floodplains if this
alternative were selected.

46 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
4.6.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

No impacts to biological resources are anticipated from implementation of the Proposed Action
or Alternative A. Indirect impacts could potentially be associated with a change in noise levels
at Scott AFB (a detailed description of noise impacts is included in Section 4.3).

4.6.2 No-Action Alternative

No impact to biological resources would result from the implementation of this alternative.
4.7 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

4.7.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

Implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A would not change economic conditions
in the ROI of Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport. No jobs would be created or lost and there
would be no change in local populations as a result of implementing the Proposed Action or
Alternative A. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A would have
no impacts on socioeconomic resources in the vicinity of Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport.

4.7.2 No-Action Alternative

Similar to the implementation of the Proposed Action, implementation of the No-Action
Alternative would have no impact on socioeconomic resources.

48 CULTURAL RESOURCES
4.8.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

No construction or land disturbance activities are associated with the Proposed Action of
Alternative A. Therefore, no impacts are anticipated from implementation of the Proposed
Action or Alternative A.

4.8.2 No-Action Alternative

There would be no impact to cultural and/or historical resources if the No-Action Alternative
were selected. Because no construction would occur, there would be no possibility of excavating
any type of cultural resource, (e.g., artifact) as part of this project.
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49 LAND USE
4.9.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

Implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A would not require any additional
construction or additional land acquisitions. Therefore no impacts are anticipated.

No major increases in levels of air pollutants or noise levels are anticipated with the
implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A. Local communities such as Mascoutah
and O’Fallon currently consider the noise levels associated with Scott AFB/MidAmerica Airport
in their current zoning regulation and therefore existing noise levels would have no affect on
surrounding land uses. (Air quality impacts are discussed in detail in Section 4.2 and potential
noise impacts are discussed in Section 4.3).

4.9.2 No-Action Alternative

Impacts to land use under the No-Action Alternative would be comparable with impacts
associated with the Proposed Action and therefore no impacts to land use would occur as a
result of implementation of the No-Action Alternative.

4.10 AIRSPACE/AIRFIELD OPERATIONS AND SAFETY
4.10.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

Implementation of the Proposed Action would allow the use of the Scott AFB and MidAmerica
Airport runways in a manner that is consistent with the existing Scott AFB East radar traffic
pattern. This allows for the use of the longer MidAmerica Airport runway when required by
mission parameters or weather conditions. Therefore implementation of the Proposed Action
would have a positive impact upon airspace/airfield operations and safety.

Implementation of Alternative A would prevent the military use of the MidAmerica Airport.
This alternative would prevent military aircraft from having the option to select the longer and
potentially safer of the two runways during periods of less than ideal conditions (e.g., night
operations, inclement weather). In addition, the KC-135 requires a longer runway when
departing with large mission-dictated fuel loads. The elimination of the MidAmerica Airport
runway as an option for KC-135 pilots would reduce the chances for KC-135 pilots to perform
their mission. As a result, the implementation of Alternative A would have a negative impact
on airspace/airfield operations and safety.

4.10.2 No-Action Alternative

Implementation of the No-Action Alternative would have minor negative impacts to
airspace/airfield operations and safety. Implementation of the No-Action Alternative would
result in operating both the Scott AFB and MidAmerica runways under an obsolete agreement
that does not accurately reflect current flying operations. In addition, if the No-Action
Alternatives were implemented, there would be no guiding document that would set forth the
responsibilities of the USAF or St. Clair County regarding operational use, emergency response,
security, maintenance and repairs or other matters necessary to operate a joint use facility.
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4.11 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT, POLLUTION PREVENTION
4.11.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

No additional waste material would be produced with the implementation of the Proposed Action
or Alternative A and therefore either action would have no impacts to the environmental
management or pollution prevention programs.

4.11.2 No-Action Alternative

If the No-Action Alternative were implemented, no construction activities would occur on site
and no impacts to environmental management or pollution prevention programs would be
anticipated.

4.12 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
4.12.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

No construction or land disturbance activities are associated with the Proposed Action or
Alternative A. Therefore, no impacts to geological or soil resources are anticipated from
implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A.

4.12.2 No-Action Alternative

There would be no impact to geological or soil resources if the No-Action Alternative were
selected.

4.13 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
4.13.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

There are no minority or low-income populations in the areas of the Proposed Action and
Alternative A; therefore, EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, is not applicable.

Implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A would have no impact to minority or
low-income populations.

4.13.2 No-Action Alternative

The No-Action Alternative would have no impact to minority or low-income populations.
4.14 INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

4.14.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

There are no known indirect or cumulative impacts related to implementation of the Proposed
Action or Alternative A.
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4.14.2 No-Action Alternative

No indirect or cumulative impacts are anticipated under the No-Action Alternative.
4.15 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

4.15.1 Proposed Action and Alternative A

Implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternative A would not cause any net increases in
unavoidable impacts from the current situation.

4.15.2 No-Action Alternative

No unavoidable minor or major adverse impacts would be caused by implementation of the No-
Action Alternative.

416 SUMMARY TABLE OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Table 4-4 provides a summary of the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action
and Alternatives.

Table 4-4 Comparison of Environmental Consequences’

Environmental Proposed Action Alternative A NO'AC“?”
Resources Alternative
Noise Short-term — Minor Adverse | Short-term — Minor Adverse Short-term — Minor Adverse
Long-term — Minor Adverse | Long-term — Minor Adverse Long-term — Minor Adverse
Airspace/Airfield | Short-term —Positive Impact | Short-term — Negative Impact | Short-term — Negative Impact
Operations Long-term — Positive Long-term — Negative Impact | Long-term — Negative Impact
Impact

Note: *Environmental resources having no impact have been excluded from this matrix.
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4. PURPOSE AN NEED FOR ACTION

4.1 Purpose of the Proposed Action, The Air Foree and St Clalr County have determined that it
is necessary to aperate the runways and taxiways at Scott AFR and MidAmerica (SAFB/MAA}
a6 a single facilnty ander the complete carvtrol of the SAFB/MAA contrel tower. As construction
at the SAFB/MAA nears completion, It is time to focus on the operational activities using both
military and civilian facilities. The original agreement, signed in 1991, emphasized construction,
but aleo stated how eperations on the two runways were to take place. Under the current
agreement, the airfield managers and air traffic controliers cannot efficiently control aireraft
within the constraints of the current agreement. The reason is that under the current agrecment
safety matters infensify since the dual runways are near the Lambert Arport and Parks College
airspace and traffic patierns. A new agreerment, which focuses on operating, instead of
constructing the facilities, would benefit the AF and County improving safety and making
efficient use of resources. The close proximity of both runaways and erossover taxiway allow
for the 8000-foot Scout runway and the 10,000-foot MidAmerica mnway to service the AF and
the County. The new agreement would be long termn, focusing on zirfield operations with a 30-
vear perspective. The day-to-day operations would come under the direction of the control
tower,

4.7 Need for the Proposed Action. The Secretary of the AF believes a new agresment is
necessary to imiplement safe alrerafl operations and maximize resources to achieve a single
airfield operations concept or “Jointly Used Flying Facility” ta enhance Alr Mobility Command
readiness. The concern for safety under the current agreement is over segregating air traffic o
specific runways hased on ownarship. The runways He adjacent to 2 very congested piece of
airspace known as the “Troy Triangle” in the local aviation vernacular, The Troy Triangle is
near the Troy VORTAC, Meiro East atrport, and Downtown Parks airport. Several important
alyways cross the area and serve as a primary arrival and departure gate for Lambert International
Airport. Currently, military aircraft would primarily use the west romway and civil aircraft
would primarily use the east runway. In addition, the Flight Operations Manual requires aircraft
to operate over sparsely populated areas 10 reduce noise. By modifving the agresment, more
control of where aircralt may operate would po 1o the control tower, Allowing the control tower
to dircet aireraft operations reduces airspace restrictions to the west and deconflict with Lambert
and Parks airport arrival and departure corridors by moving clear of their traffic patferns. Giving
the tower greater control allows aireraft operations to easily ocour over the sparsely populated
areas around SAFB/MAA as required by Air Force and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
regulations, as well. The concept of a single airport entity ensures ready access to Air Force and
County support facilities and aveids unnecessary expenditures of Air Force resources.
Therefore, any rewtite of the agreement must permit the 2ir traffic controliers the flexability to
direct fraffic and determine the proper and safe management of the airspace and air operations in
the SAFRB/MAA area.



5. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

5.1 Description of the Proposed Action. The concept of operations is for military and civilian
aircraft, for the most part, to operate separately with the military Aircrafl using the Scott AFB
runway and general aviation and commercial aviation using MidAmerica airport, However,
pilot-training activities practicing landing and departure techniques would shift to the
MidAmerica runway. Still, the final deciston for which nunway an aireraft would uss for wraining
or gtherwise Is with the air traffic contro! tower. Thelr determinations will come from standard
safety and air traffic contrel procedures. All ground and air movements under the new
agreement would come from the air tralffic contro] tower. Civil aireraft would not use the Scott
AFR flying facilites for pilot training. Commercial aircraft proficiency or certification flying for
the County's {enants and customers would not be prohibited unless they interfere with military
operatonal priorities, as determined in the sole discretion of control tower personnel.

3.1.1. The jointly vsed flying facilities are runways, taxiways, control tower, lighting systems on
the runrways, navigational aids, markings and appurtenances around the runways will go under
the control of the SAFB/MAA Tawer control personnel. All other facilities like the terminal
buildings, hangars, parking aprops and ramps will remain separate and under the control of cach
OWner.

5.1.2. Comunercial aircrafl proficiency or certification flying for Mid America tenants and
customers may use the Scott runway on an avatlability base. General aviation pilot training is
prohibited.

5.2 Decision that must be made. The decision for the Secretary of the AF and St Clair County
will be to operate the twa facilities 2s 2 single airport entity, under the control of the air traffic
control tower. The AF wants to enter a new sgreement with St. Clatr County to enhance flight
operations at Scott. The approval would allow both facilities to become a "Jointly Used Flying
Facility. The agreement would allow military and civilian aircraft to operate on both runways
within the constraints of proper, safe, and efficient air traffic control. While under the control of
the tower, the Scott AFB runway would generally serve as the primary runway for military
arrival and departure operations. The MidAmerica ranway would generally serve as the primary
runway for civil aircraft arrival and departure operations.

£.3 Anticipated Environmental Issues. The environmental issues concerning the proposed action
to combine the facilities under the Jointly Used Flying Facilities are: {a) Air Quality inthe
vicinity, and (b} Noise Centour changes created by alrcrafl using both numaways, The analysis
for the jul 91 Environmental Impact Statement (FIS) to construct the Joint-Use facility locked at
Air Quality and Noise Contours for aircrafl using both runways. The studies i the EIS indicate
that impacts from nolse would be less by runway sharing. The zir quality standards would
remain under deminimus levels, The additional aireraft from the 126 Ajr Reserve Wing {ARW)
moving from Chicago were analyzed under an Aug 96 Environmental Assessment (and a
Conformity Determination prepared to determine compliance with Air Quality Regulations.
Althpugh not vet finalized, there is a potential for a KC-133 Flying Training Unit (FTU) 10 be
added to the 126 ARW mission in Fiscal year 2002, However, there would be very little increase
irs flving hours bevond the current 3000 hours for the 126 ARW. Estimates are for possibly an
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merease of up to SO0 hours per vear. Also, there may be an increase of one KC-135E aircrafl in
the future to help cover the current FTU mission. This is only in the discussion phase and a
decision is yet to come. If the one aircraft comes to Scott, its operational time would be within
the maximurm 3500 hours the 126 ARW plans to use now, Thes traffic count totals at SAFB/MAA
wera 34,508 operations in 1998, and 21,470 operations through 30 Oc1 99, Operations a1 both
rupways have vet to reach the numbers projected in the environmental détuments. The
MidAmerica facility does not have a commercial tenant at this time.

5.4 Selection Criteria. The proposed action must provide safe and expediticus air traffic control
and airficld management services to military and civil aviators aperating within the SAFB/MAA
terminal airspace and on the airfleld, in accordance with FAA Qrder 7110.65 and USAF
requirements. Traffic pattern construction and runway utilization flexibility is essential to
providing a safe and efficient service o the {lying communities both civil and miliary.

3.5 Desoription of Alternatives,

5.5.1 Ne Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative the facilities would operate, using
the original concept of operatiens keeping most of the military and civilian aircraft separated.
The air raffic contro! tower would separate aircrafl on arvival or departure depending on
ownership. No civil aireraft may use the military runway for training. ATC Tower personnel do
niot have fexibility to manage alr traffic with best efficiency.  Much of the military training
would go off station o accomplish their training requirements, The areas closest are Alton (L,
Soringfield 1L, Decatur [, and Terre Haute IN. The radar pattera and congestion at thess
facilities are satisfactory for appropriate training.

5.3.2 Proposed Action Alternative. Enter into a new agreement that fully permits the control
tower personnel {o determine all aircralt movements within both operating areas as they best
determine that movement, within Air Force and FAA guidelines and restrictions. The proposed
action would do the same except shift the control of where alreraft depart and arrive to the air
traffic control tower. Sound air traffic control principles require most of the training aclivities by
military and civilian aircraft use the MidAmerica Airport runway.
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Overview Map
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Comments Matrix

Final EA, FONSI for Joint Use Agreement Between
St Clair County, and Scott Air Force Base, IL

ORG Category/Reference/ Comment Rational Change Resolution
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. FONSI, TFONSI Text modified
Teresa Critical - third line, change

Hollingsworth
Lt Col

"considerable™ impact to "significant
impact”

229-0021
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. FONSI, TREI between Text modified
Teresa short/Long term...

Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

Administrative - Suggest changing to
read: "Implementation of the Proposed
Action will have a positive impact on
long-term productivity by providing a
comprehensive agreement to provide
for safe and efficient civilian and
military flight operations at Scott AFB
and MidAmerica Airport."”

AMC/JAV
Teresa
Hollingsworth
Lt Col

08/04/05 Pg. FONSI, JAdd this
Administrative - | suggest adding a
paragraph on Airspace/Airfield
Operations and Safety to capture the

Text modified

229-0021 positive effects of using the runways

consistent with the radar traffic

pattern.
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. FONSI, fOrdnance Text modified
Teresa Administrative - Delete this para as

Hollingsworth
Lt Col

this info does not appear in the EA

229-0021
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. FONSI, TNoise Text modified
Teresa Administrative - Suggest this instead

Hollingsworth
Lt Col

of what's there: "Because the terms of
the new JUA will allow a ten percent




229-0021

increase in KC-135 operations (I'm
getting that from para 4.3.2.1), some
noise impacts will occur as a result of
implementing the proposed action.
However, the impact of noise
generated from additional daily
operational activities will be
negligible.”

AMC/IAV
Teresa
Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

08/04/05 Pg. 4-7, 14.10.2

Substantial - This para is inaccurate
as written. The no action alternative
would result in what is happening
now, flying under an obsolete
agreement. It would not require a
change in ops. We need to find a way
to say that the impact of No Action
would be negative because we would
not have new terms in the JUA, agreed
upon by both parties, that accurately
reflect current flying operations, spell
out responsibilities, and address duties
and obligations in a meaningful way.

Text modified

AMC/IAV
Teresa
Hollingsworth
Lt Col

08/04/05 Pg. 4-5, 14.4.1
Administrative - Delete the first
sentence, "The use of hazardous
materials under the Proposed Action

The second sentence is
sufficient alone.

Text modified

229-0021 or Alternative A is unlikely to impact

worker health and safety."”
AMC/IAV 08/04/05 Pg. 4-1, 4.1 Text modified
Teresa Administrative - First para, third line,

Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

change "implementation of a new
JUA" to "implementation of a revised
JUA" First para, fourth line, change,
"alternative would require” to
"alternative would result in" 2nd para,
3d line, change "no impact to




environmental issues," to "no
environmental impact,” Third para,
delete the sentence, "The following
descrtiptions are brief and do not
cover all aspects of the terminology."

AMC/JAV
Teresa
Hollingsworth
Lt Col

08/04/05 Pg. 3-15, 3.7
Administrative - second para, third
line, covers should be "cover"

Text modified

229-0021
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. 3-7,13.3.2 Text modified
Teresa Administrative - Change heading to

Hollingsworth
Lt Col

"Noise Levels and the Public"

229-0021
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. 2-2, 12.5 Text modified
Teresa Administrative - Suggest replacing

Hollingsworth
Lt Col

"more accurately reflects™ with "more
effectively manages" and inserting

229-0021 "operational” between "future™ and

"conditions."
AMC/IAV 08/04/05 Pg. 2-2,92.4 The info that is here is Text modified
Teresa Substantial - | suggest deleting what | really not on point as far as

Hollingsworth
Lt Col

is currently written in para 2.4 and just
saying there are no past or reasonably

descibing activities that,
taken together with the

229-0021 foreseeable future actions that will proposed action, will cause
cause cumulative impacts. even more impact to the
environment. Also, as
written, it is inconsistent
with para 4.14.1
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. 2-1, 12.3 This better contrasts the Text modified
Teresa Administrative - Under No-Action proposed action (new

Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

Alternative, | suggest the following re-
write: "This alternative consists of not
renewing the outdated and obsolete
provisions of the 1991 JUA between
the USAF and St. Clair County."

agreement) with no action
(no new agreement)




AMC/IAV
Teresa
Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

08/04/05 Pg. 1-5, 11.5

Substantial - Under No-Action
Alternative, | suggest the following
instead of what is there now:
"Implementation of this alternative
would result in the 1991 JUA
provisions not being modified.
Although the 1991 agreement allows
for reciprocal operations at either
runway, it does not contain provisions
for substantial military operations at
MidAmerica Airport, and therefore
does not accurately reflect or
effectively manage current
operations."

The no action alternative
would not require ops to
change, it would just mean
we don't have a new
agreement.

Text modified

AMC/JAV
Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

08/04/05 Pg. 1-4, 91.5
Administrative - under Proposed
Action, | suggest this instead of what
is there now: "The Proposed Action
consists of implementing the renewed
JUA which contains modified
provisions to more effectively manage
the existing operational conditions at
Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport.”

Text modified

AMC/IAV
Teresa
Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

08/04/05 Pg. 1-1, 1.2
Administrative - | suggest re-writing
the first sentence to read, "The
primary need for implementation of
the Proposed Action is to renew the
1991 JUA by including provisions that
more effectively manage the current
operational needs of the military and
St. Clair County."

Text modified

AMC/JAV
Teresa
Hollingsworth

08/04/05 Pg. ES-1, {Exec Summary
Administrative - Last para on the
page beginning with "The purpose of

This shows the action we're
taking -- to get an approved
agreement that is modified

Text modified

4




Lt Col

renewing the JUA..." in the second

to fit current operating

229-0021 line, I suggest changing "renewed conditions. "Renewed"
agreement” to "modified agreement” really doesn't tell the reader
anything except the
agreement is going to
cover an additional period
of time.
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. Final EA, JTOC This para doesn't really Text modified
Teresa Administrative - Rename para 3.3.2 | discuss current conditions

Hollingsworth
Lt Col

from Existing Conditions to "Noise
Levels and The Public"

but is a more general
expalnation of the effect of

229-0021 noise on the public
AMC/JAV 08/04/05 Pg. final EA, TOC Correction made
Teresa Administrative - Fix all page

Hollingsworth
Lt Col
229-0021

numbers on table of contents




8/8/2005
Final Environmental Assessment for the Joint Use Agreement

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT TO THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF A REVISED JOINT USE AGREEMENT AT
SCOTT AIR FORCE BASE, ILLINOIS

Agency: United States Air Force, Headquarters, Air Mobility Command

Background: Pursuant to the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations,
{Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508}, the NEPA of 1969 {42 U.S.C.
84321, et seq.}, Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7061, and the Environmental Impact Analysis
Process, as promulgated at 32 CFR Part 989, the U.S. Air Force conducted an EA of the potential
consequences associated with the implementation of a Revised Joint Use Agreement at Scott
AFB, IL. The EA considered all potential natural resources, environmental, and cultural impacts
of the Joint Use Agreement (hereinafter, “Proposed Action”) between St. Clair County and the
U.S. Air Force and listed alternatives, both as solitary actions and in conjunction with other
proposed activities. This FONSI summarizes the results of this EA and provides the U.S. Air
Force’s rationale for the Proposed Action and alternatives.

PROPOSED ACTION: The Proposed Action is to renew the 1991 JUA to more accurately
reflect the current operational needs of the military and St. Clair County.

Alternatives:  Alternatives to the Proposed Action are the No-Action Alternative and
Alternative A. Implementation of the No-Action Alternative will leave in place an outdated
Joint Use Agreement that does not adequately reflect current conditions at Scott
AFB/MidAmerica Airport. Implementation of Alternative A limits the choices available to
military and civilian pilots during periods of less than ideal flying conditions and creates
potential safety issues.

Cultural and Historical Resources: No construction activities will result from the
implementation of the Proposed Action. Therefore, no impacts will occur to cultural and
historical resources.

Air Quality: No new emissions are expected to result from implementation of the Proposed
Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action will not increase emissions over baseline emission
levels. The Proposed Action will be in compliance with all relevant requirements and milestones
contained in the Illinois State Implementation Plan; therefore, a conformity determination will
not be necessary.

Hazardous Materials and Waste and Stored Fuels: No new hazardous materials are expected
to be produced or used due to implementation of the Proposed Action. Therefore, there will be
no anticipated impact to human health or the environment as a result of implementation of the
Proposed Action

Noise: Because the terms of the new JUA will allow a ten percent increase in KC-135
operations, some noise impacts will occur as a result of implementing the proposed action.
However, the impact of noise generated from additional daily operational activities will be
negligible.
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Geology and Soils: No construction activities will result from the implementation of the
Proposed Action. Therefore, no impacts will occur to geology and soil resources.

Water Resources: There will be no significant impacts to surface or groundwater quality,
floodplains or wetlands upon implementation of the Proposed Action.

Biological Resources: Because no land disturbance will be conducted and anticipated noise
levels are below levels considered to be harmful to wildlife, no biological resources, including
endangered or threatened species, or rare fauna and flora will be impacted by the implementation
of the Proposed Action.

Airspace/Airfield Operations and Safety: Implementation of the Proposed Action would have
a positive impact upon airspace/airfield operations and safety. The Proposed Action would allow
the use of the longer MidAmerica Airport runway when required by mission parameters or
weather conditions.

Environmental Justice: There will be no disproportionately high or adverse impact on minority
or low-income populations as a result of the Proposed Action.

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts: No impacts are anticipated from site-specific, direct,
indirect, or cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action.

Relationship Between Short-term Uses and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity:
Implementation of the Proposed Action will have a positive impact on long-term productivity by
providing a comprehensive agreement to provide for safe and efficient civilian and military flight
operations at Scott AFB and MidAmerica Airport

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources: There will be no irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of resources if the Proposed Action were selected.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: There will be no major unavoidable adverse impacts associated
with the Proposed Action.
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: Based upon my review of the facts and analyses
contained in the attached Environmental Assessment for the Joint Use Agreement dated August
2005, I conclude that implementation of the Proposed Action will not have a significant impact,
either by itself or cumulatively with other projects at Scott AFB. Accordingly, the requirements
of NEPA, the CEQ regulations, and 32 CFR 989 are fulfilled and an Environmental Impact
Statement is not required. The signing of this Finding of No Significant Impact completes the
environmental impact analysis process under Air Force Regulations.

RICHARD A. KLUMPP, JR., Colonel, USAF Date
Vice Commander

Attachment:
Environmental Assessment
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